The western, liberal, individualized, interiorized, and normatively masculine self was assembled during the mid-sixteenth to early-eighteenth centuries. Here, Eve Keller offers a genealogy of that subject\'s supra-material autonomy. She draws our attention to profound similarities between Galenic and post-modern imaginings of the self. The early modern period is shown to stand in between: as a refutation of the "premodern" and "posthuman" (p. 20) notion of the self as extending beyond the envelope of the skin, to include not just language and comportment but also artefacts, spaces, places and objects. The fantastic and "alarming" (p. 31) imaginings of those neuroscientists, cyberneticists and philosophers of mind who suggest "embodiment, embeddedness and distributed capacity" (p. 23) are shown to be unsettling only from the liberal humanist perspective that we have inherited from the early modern period. Keller convincingly demonstrates this to be so through a lucid survey of some recent critical work carried out within cultural and science studies, which she compares to Galen\'s writings upon a materially-dependent soul of multiple components. The contrary humanist self is a "disembodied, vacuum-sealed centre of cognition and volition" (p. 44) and an enduring legacy of early modern thought. Keller\'s finely detailed investigation of vernacular medical texts in a variety of genres explicates the invention of this all-too-familiar self through the thought and practices of early modern physiology, anatomy and what we now call gynaecology and obstetrics. These practices produce an asymmetrical gendered human being. The materiality of the male serves his unified and disembodied supervenient self. The materiality of the female is a definitional body part (the womb) that her self is more or less conterminous with. Keller\'s concrete examples of seventeenth-century anatomical theories and practical physic for women evidence the success of such thinking, which survived the decline in Galenic models in favour of chemical medicine and mechanical philosophy. Although an enduring "thought style" (p. 13), to use the phrase Keller adopts from Ludwig Fleck, this gendered subjectivity was also problematic and troubling. For Keller, both the heroic and idealized images of masculinity and the investigative methods of the physician, the anatomist and the microscopist were fabricated in response to the perceived inadequacies of paternity and patriarchy. In the field of embryology, for example, animalculist theory is championed over ovist theory because it posits an independent, unified and self-affirming miniature person empowered---from the moment of his conception---to direct his own course. The autonomy and self-determination of the seventeenth-century self was threatened, she tells us, by mechanical conceptions of human physiology. The human machine is "a living object acted on by forces beyond its control" (p. 154). Thus, in response to this, the human is claimed as more than a machine.

The final chapter of the book is located in the birthing room and provides a refreshing alternative to the often-rehearsed account of the rise of the man-midwife as either a triumph of scientific reason over ignorance or as the forcible ejection of capable female practitioners by "self-serving and avaricious" men (p. 160). Keller does not view such accounts as wrong, but rather as inadequate and partial. Her focus is upon specific and singular events that enable her to examine the rivalries and negotiated divisions of labour, so to speak, between the midwife, the surgeon and the physician in the early eighteenth century. For Keller, this is far from being merely a battle of the sexes. However, despite Keller\'s assertions to the contrary, there is some sense throughout this book of early modern aims regarding the self as having an epistemological and political essence: one of patriarchy as an organizing and orientating means for us to understand what happened and continues to happen when medicine addresses generation and childbirth. It would be fascinating to see explanations of how gender was assembled and distinguished that do not assume underlying and pre-given interests: those of males. None the less, *Generating bodies and gendered selves* is a brilliant example of how early modern history can benefit from a thorough and sustained engagement with the best scholarship in the fields of cultural theory and science studies.
